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special difficulties of the poor apprentice were first recognized by the
law in an Act providing that any parish apprentice, or any other
apprentice with whom a binding fee of not more than £5 had been
paid, could complain to any two justices 'concerning any misusage,
refusal of necessary provision, cruelty or ill-treatment*. The justices
might summon the master or mistress to appear, and on proof of the
complaint by oath might discharge the apprentice by warrant for which
no fee was to be paid. In a similar way the apprentice might be dis-
charged for misconduct68
This was not a serious check to ill-treatment; it only gave the poor
apprentice a readier and cheaper means of escape than that of a petition
to the Sessions. In 1792 an Act was passed which probably gave a real
measure of protection. It had been realized that as both masters and
apprentices often had their own reasons for wishing to escape the obliga-
tions of the indentures, the Act of 1747 was sometimes an actual incentive
to ill-treatment on one side or misconduct on the other. * Whereas
instances of such ill-treatment frequently occur,* runs the Act after re-
citing the Act of 1747, *and it is fit that such discharge should not operate
as an inducement to... such ill-treatment... .* It was therefore enacted
tl»3i the justices might order any master or mistress to pay to the parish
officers not more than £10 towards putting the apprentice out to some-
one else and to pay £5 for refusing to deliver up the apprentice's clothes.
They might also compel the parish officers to enter into recognizances
to prosecute masters for the ill-treatment of their apprentices.69
This was followed up a year later by an Act empowering two justices
to impose fines on masters who were convicted of ill-treating appren-
tices with whom a fee of not more than £10 had been paid.70
But before this, chiefly owing to Jonas Hanway and to Saunders
Welch, a very active Middlesex magistrate, an Act had been passed in
favour of parish apprentices. About 1766 Hanway began a campaign
against the binding of parish boys till they were twenty-four. This he
calls an * absurd tyrannical custom'.
Let us consider Pie writes], that times are altered from Queen Elizabeth's days;
such young persons as these are not supposed to be placed out in employ-
ments of great trust, or great ingenuity. Such occupations may repay the
servitude till twenty-four - and such apprenticeships do frequently not com-
mence till the age of seventeen, but this in question is a species of slavery.. . ,n

